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IV. JURISDICTIONAL STATEMENT 
This is an appeal from a final Judgment of the District Court of Salt Lake 
County, Third Judicial District, entered November 26, 2007. A timely Notice of 
Appeal was filed on December 26, 2007. The Court of Appeals has jurisdiction 
pursuant to Utah Code Ann. § 78-2a-3(2)(j) because this is a case transferred to it 
by the Supreme Court. No party has made a timely objection to the transfer. A 
timely Docketing Statement was filed on January 16, 2008. This case was referred 
to the Court's mediation program, but no settlement was reached. 
V. STATEMENT OF ISSUES AND STANDARD OF REVIEW 
Issue:Did the trial court err in denying Plaintiffs/Appellants' motion and 
application for prejudgment interest pursuant to Utah Code Annotated § 78-27-44 
in the personal injury action below, where the jury awarded damages in the exact 
amount of Plaintiffs' past medical special damages and Plaintiffs' uncontroverted 
evidence proved that amount? 
Determinative Law: U.C.A. § 78-27-44 (based on interest rates 
provided in U.C.A. § 15-1-1); Harris v. IES Associates, Inc., 2003 UT App. 112, 
69 P.3d 297, citing Lefavi v. Bertoch, 2000 UT App 5, f 23, 994 P.2d 817; Smith 
v. Fairfax Realty, Inc., 2003 UT 41, 82 P.3d 1064, 1068 (Utah 2003); Fell v. 
Union Pacific Railway Co., 88 P. 1003 (1907); Orlob v. Wasatch Med Mgmt, 
2005 UT App. 430, 124 P.3d 269 (Utah Ct. App. 2005). 
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Standard of Review: Correctness. The propriety of a trial court's 
decision to award prejudgment interest presents a question of law that is reviewed 
for correctness. Harris v. IES Associates, Inc., 2003 UT App. 112, 69 P.3d 297, 
citing Lefavi v. Bertoch, 2000 UT App 5,123, 994 P.2d 817. 
Citation to record showing issue preserved in trial court: This issue was 
specifically raised and preserved by Plaintiffs below by the filing of Plaintiffs' 
Motion and Application for Prejudgment Interest and Costs (See Record on 
Appeal, at pp. 2002-2012, hereafter "R. "), and their Reply Memorandum in 
Support of Plaintiffs' Application for Prejudgment Interest and Costs (R. 2149-
2170). 
VI. CONSTITUTIONAL OR STATUTORY PROVISIONS 
U.C.A. 78-27-44. Personal injury judgments—Interest authorized: 
(1) In all actions brought to recover damages for personal injuries 
sustained by any person, resulting from or occasioned by the tort of 
any other person, corporation, association, or partnership, whether by 
negligence or willful intent of that other person, corporation, 
association, or partnership, and whether that injury shall have resulted 
fatally or otherwise, the plaintiff in the complaint may claim interest 
on the special damages actually incurred from the date of the 
occurrence of the act giving rise to the cause of action. 
(2) It is the duty of the court, in entering judgment for plaintiff in that 
action, to add to the amount of special damages actually incurred that 
are assessed by the verdict of the jury, or found by the court, interest 
on that amount calculated at the legal rate, as defined in Section 15-1-
1, from the date of the occurrence of the act giving rise to the cause of 
action to the date of entering the judgment, and to include it in that 
judgment. 
(3) As used in this section, "special damages actually incurred11 does 
not include damages for future medical expenses, loss of future 
wages, or loss of future earning capacity. 
VII. STATEMENT OF CASE 
At the jury trial below, Plaintiffs/Appellants proved past medical special 
damages in the amount of $137,543.48. The jury awarded damages in that exact 
amount, and Plaintiffs made application for pre-judgment interest on that principal 
amount, pursuant to U.C.A. § 78-27-44. The trial court denied the 
motion/application because the verdict form did not specify whether the amount 
was special or general damages, and a final judgment was entered without any 
amount for pre-judgment interest. 
The trial court abused its discretion in denying pre-judgment interest under § 
78-27-44, because the jury awarded the exact amount of the medical special 
damages proved and because the jury informed the court during its deliberations 
that its intention was to award Plaintiffs their medical special damages. 
VIII. STATEMENT OF FACTS 
On May 10, 2001, Gaetano "Guy" Donatelli, 44-year old employee of the 
United States District Court in Casper, Wyoming, was driving his 1996 Ford 
Windstar van southbound on Redwood Road near 7550 South in West Jordan, 
Utah. Mr. Donatelli slowed because vehicles ahead were stopped, and a 1997 
GMC dual-axle 26,000 GVW truck ran into the rear of Mr. Donatelli's vehicle, 
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having failed to maintain a proper lookout and sufficient braking distance. The 
truck was owned, operated and insured by Penhall Company, and was being driven 
Troy Beaumont, a Penhall Company employee, who was driving the truck home to 
prepare the vehicle for the next day's work. (R. 163-169, 304-305). 
Plaintiffs filed a complaint and jury demand on April 20, 2005 (R. 1-13), 
and amended complaints on April 22, 2005 (R. 14-23) and June 22, 2005 (R. 69-
79). The matter was tried to a jury from April 25, 2007 through April 27, 2007 (R. 
1752-1826). Plaintiffs proved at trial that Mr. Donatelli had incurred $137, 543.48 
in past medical expenses as a result of the collision (R. 2505 at 115:17-123:22, and 
Addendum, Plaintiffs Exhibit 1, received in evidence 4/27/07). Defendants cross-
examined Plaintiff, at length, concerning his medical special damages, and 
challenged Plaintiffs' Exhibit 1, but offered no controverting evidence. (R. 2505 at 
107:5-123:22) 
The jury found Defendant Beaumont negligent and 100% liable for Mr. 
Donatelli's injuries, and found Defendant Penhall Company vicariously liable for 
Defendant Beaumont's negligence. (R. 1766-1767 and R. 2503, at 75:16-100:20). 
Following deliberations, the jury advised the court that it wished to award 
the Plaintiffs the exact amount of their medical expenses plus an amount for 
attorney's fees. (R. 1767). The trial court advised the jury that it could not make 
such an award, and sent the jury back for further deliberations. (R. 2503 at 70:22-
A 
71:7). Subsequently, the jury then asked again (by written question) whether it 
could award a sum for legal fees, and the trial judge responded in writing that it 
could not do so. (R. 1770). The jury then returned a verdict in the amount of 
$137,543.48. (R. 1767). 
On May 4, 2007, Plaintiffs filed a Motion and Application for Prejudgment 
Interest & Costs (R. 2006-2112), together with a supporting memorandum (R. 
2002-2005) and, subsequently, a reply memorandum (R. 2149-2170). On July 30, 
2007, the District Court denied the motion for prejudgment interest on the grounds 
that the verdict form did not specify the amount of special damages. (R. 2196-
2200). The District Court then entered a final judgment on November 26, 2007, 
incorporating the denial of pre-judgment interest. (R. 2467-2470). 
IX. SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 
U.C.A. § 78-27-44 requires the trial court to add pre-judgment interest (at 
the rate specified in § 15-1-1) to an award of past special damages actually 
incurred, whether that amount is assessed by the jury or found by the court. Here, 
Plaintiffs presented uncontroverted evidence of that exact amount and the jury 
awarded that exact amount. Thus, the trial court abused its discretion, and 
committed reversible error, in failing award pre-judgment interest on the "special 
damages actually incurred" as a result of the "occurrence of the act giving rise to 
the cause of action." 
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X. ARGUMENT 
1. Pre-judgment Interest is Awardable for Past Medical Special Damages. 
U.C.A. § 78-27-44 imposes a "duty" on the trial court to award pre-
judgment interest where a party proves "special damages actually incurred from 
the date of the occurrence of the act giving rise to the cause of action." 
Prejudgment interest is proper when "the damage is complete, the loss can 
be measured by facts and figures, and the amount of loss is fixed as of a particular 
time. Lefavi v. Bertoch, 2000 UT App 5,123, 994 P.2d 817, 822; Smith v. Fairfax 
Realty, Inc., 2003 UT 41, 82 P.3d 1064, 1068 (Utah 2003); Fell v. Union Pacific 
Railway Co., 88 P. 1003 (1907); Orlob v. Wasatch Med. Mgmt., 2005 UT App. 
430, 124 P.3d 269 (Utah Ct. App. 2005); Harris v. IBS Associates, Inc., 2003 UT 
App. 112, 69 P.3d 297 (Utah Ct. App. 2003). Pre-judgment interest is awardable 
where past damages are "subject to mathematical computation without reliance 
upon opinion or discretion." Arizona Title Ins. & Trust Co. v. O'Malley Lumber 
Co., 14 Ariz.App. 486, 496; 484 P.2d 639, 649 (1971). Past medical expenses are 
one type of special damage for which pre-judgment interest is awarded. State of 
Nevada ex rel Nevada Highway Patrol v. Eaton, 710 P.2d 1370 (Nev. 1985). 
^ 
2. Plaintiffs Proved Past Medical Special Damages With Mathematical 
Certainty. 
Plaintiffs offered, and the trial court received into evidence, Plaintiffs' 
Exhibit 1—after Defendants' voir dire as to the exhibit and their cross-examination 
of the witness/proponent—itemizing Plaintiffs' past medical special damages. 
(See Addendum hereto.) Exhibit 1 provides "facts and figures" as to the exact 
dates and exact amounts of Mr. Donatelli's past medical special damages. Exhibit 
1 demonstrates that, at the time of trial and before the jury's verdict, Mr. 
Donatelli's medical special damages were fixed in the exact amounts shown by 
each entry, and that the medical special damages sought had been incurred prior to 
trial. 
Based upon this exhibit, Plaintiffs proved, by any standard of proof, that 
their past medical special damages were subject to mathematical computation 
without reliance upon opinion or discretion. Defendant had full and complete 
opportunity to challenge the factual basis for the exhibit, and did so. Defendant 
offered no controverting evidence. 
As a result, the evidence of past medical special damages in the amount of 
$137,543,48 was proved with the requisite certainty to support an award of pre-
judgment interest under U.C.A. § 78-27-44. 
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3. The Jury Clearly Expressed Its Intention to Award Past Medical 
Specials, 
Notwithstanding Defendants' challenge of the past medical special damages 
evidence, the jury initially returned a form of verdict on which the foreperson had 
written, in his own hand, that the jury wished to award "$137,543.48 + ALL 
LEGAL FEES." (R. 1767). The court orally instructed the jury that it could not do 
that, and directed the juiy to deliberate farther. (R. 2503 at 70:18-71:8). 
The jury retired for further deliberation, then sent a written question to the 
court, also in the foreman's hand, again asking "There is a question as to the 
amount figure we can return. Are we able to include in the final $ amount a figure 
that we are guessing to cover legal fees or are we not to include that." The court 
responded, in the judge's handwriting, "You are not to include legal fees as a 
component of your award." 
Thus, on two separate occasions, the jury specifically informed the judge 
that it wanted to award Plaintiffs the exact amount of Mr. Donatelli's past medical 
specials, together with an award to cover Plaintiffs attorney's fees. On both 
occasions, the court expressly advised the jury that it could not award attorney's 
fees. Thereafter, the jury finally awarded $137,543.48—the exact amount of Mr. 
Donatelli's past medical bills. The jury's expression and intention is unmistakable. 
4. The Only Reasonable Reading of the Record is that Plaintiffs Proved 
"Special Damages Actually Incurred," 
The jury's verdict is not susceptible of any reasonable interpretation other 
than that it represents an award of past medical special damages. In fact, the jury's 
verdict is not susceptible of any other interpretation—and Plaintiffs/Appellants 
respectfully urge Appellees to advance an alternative explanation, if one there is to 
be given. 
The logic supporting the "past medical specials" conclusion is inescapable. 
Plaintiffs presented evidence of past medical special damages—not an estimate or 
approximation—but a precise, itemized, year-by-year, month-by-month, day-by-
day, provider-by-provider, service-by-service, "out to two decimal points" 
calculation. Defendants challenged Plaintiffs' evidence, but presented no 
controverting evidence from which any other calculation of special damages could 
be made. 
The jury awarded exactly the amount proved by Plaintiff. The amount of the 
jury's award does not relate—in any way—to any other figure offered during the 
trial, or to any other evidence presented to the jury. 
Then, the jury twice tried to add an amount for attorney's fees. The court 
twice told the jury it could not include any amount for attorney's fees—and the 
jury then returned exactly the amount of the past medical special damages again. 
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There is simply no conclusion that can be reached other than that the jury 
intended to award Plaintiffs their past medical special damages. To suggest that 
the jury's award was anything else—because there was not one line on the verdict 
form for special damages and another for general damages—is the plainest 
imaginable elevation of form over substance. 
5. The Trial Court Should Have Found "Special Damages Actually 
Incurred" Even if the Jury Did Not 
U.C.A. § 78-27-44 does not require that the trial court close its eyes or ears 
to the facts adduced during a jury trial, or that the trial court slavishly follow a 
verdict form or rule of procedure—where fundamental fairness and common sense 
clearly demands for a particular result. U.C.A. § 78-27-44 is written in the 
disjunctive, and mandates an award of prejudgment interest, where past special 
damages are assessed by the jury "or found by the court." 
If the jury in this case failed to specify whether its award was intended to be 
special or general damages—although Plaintiffs respectfully submit the jury did 
make its intention clear—then the trial judge was amply empowered to alter that 
award to conform to the evidence. Here, the evidence is unassailably clear. Its 
weight is far beyond a mere preponderance. It is uncontroverted. It is incapable of 
reasonably alternative interpretation. 
For those reasons, the trial court's failure to find that the jury awarded 
$137,543.48 to compensate Mr. Donatelli's past medical special damages is 
incorrect, as a matter of law. 
XI. CONCLUSION 
U.C.A. § 78-27-44 requires an award of pre-judgment interest on past 
special damages in a personal injury action. Plaintiffs proved past medical special 
damages of $137,543.38 with admissible, probative and uncontroverted evidence. 
The jury's intention to award Plaintiffs their past medical special damages was 
clearly expressed, and the trial court was empowered to add pre-judgment interest 
even if the jury verdict did not specify that its award was for past special damages. 
Therefore, Plaintiffs are entitled to an award of pre-judgment interest on that 
amount. 
Accordingly, the trial court's failure to award pre-judgment interest is 
reversible error. Plaintiffs/Appellants respectfully pray that the Court of Appeals 
reverse the order of the District Court denying an award of pre-judgment interest, 
and remand the matter to the District Court with an order to compute pre-judgment 
interest on $137,543.48, then enter an amended judgment that includes the amount 
so computed. 
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DATED this 9m day of June, 2008. 
Bradley L.^ooke 
MORIARITY, BADARUDDIN & BOOKE 
8 East Broadway, Suite 312 
Salt Lake City, UT 84111 
TELEPHONE: (801) 326-8090 
FACSIMILE: (801) 521-0546 
Attorneys for Appellants 
XII. PROOF OF SERVICE 
I certify that I served a copy of the foregoing Appellants' Opening Brief by 
U.S. mail, first-class, postage pre-paid, this */ "" day of June, 2008, to counsel of 
record as follows: 
Tim Dalton Dunn 
Kathleen M. Liuzzi 
DUNN & DUNN, P.C. 
505 East 200 South, 2nd Floor 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84102 
Facsimile: (801) 521-9998 
Attorneys for Defendants/Appellees Troy Beaumont 
and Penhall Company 
MORIARITY, BADARUDDIN & BOOKE 
An employee of the/firm 
XIII. ADDENDUM 
1. Memorandum Decision and Order 7/30/07 (R. 2196-2000) 
2. Judgment 11/26/07 (R. 2467-2470) 
3. Plaintiffs' Trial Exhibit One (1) received 4/27/07. 
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ADDENDUM 
ADDENDUM #1 
THIRD DISTRICT COURT 
SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
WEST JORDAN DEPARTMENT 
GAETANO A. DONATELLI and LAURA 
DONATELLI, : MEMORANDUM DECISION AND 
ORDER 
Plaintiff : 
vs. : CaseNo.:050102304 
PENHALL COMPANY, a California Judge STEPHEN L. ROTH 
Corporation, and TROY BEAUMONT, : 
Individually, 
Defendant 
This matter is before the Court on Plaintiffs Motion and Application for Prejudgment Interest 
and Entry of Judgment. Having considered the briefing submitted by the parties, the Court enters the 
following decision: 
This matter was tried before a jury April 25-April 27, 2007. In addition to other damages 
evidence, the Plaintiffs provided the jury with evidence of $137,543.48 in medical expenses. Finding 
Defendant Beaumont ("Defendant") 100% liable for Gaetano Donatelli's injuries, the jury returned an 
award for Plaintiffs for exactly $137,543.48. The jury did not award Gaetano's wife, Laura any award 
for loss of consortium. Following questions as to whether both parties were negligent, the 
Interrogatories to Jury and Jury Verdict simply asks "What amount of money will fairly and reasonably 
compensate Gaetano Donatelli for the damages he has suffered as a result of the collision as addressed 
DONATELLI v. BEAUMONT Page 2 MEMORANDUM DECISION 
in these instructions?" The form does not ask the jury to distinguish between special (economic) and 
general (non-economic) damages. Plaintiffs agreed to this aspect of the verdict form before it was 
submitted to the jury. Plaintiffs filed this Motion and Application for Prejudgment interest on May 4, 
2007. Briefing was complete on May 24, and the matter was first submitted for decision by Defendant 
on May 30, and by Plaintiff on May 31. 
Plaintiff argues that he is entitled to prejudment interest on the entire judgment amount pursuant 
to § 78-27-44, which states: 
(1) In all actions brought to recover damages for personal injuries 
sustained by any person, resulting from or occasioned by the tort of any 
other person, corporation, association, or partnership, whether by 
negligence or willful intent of that other person, corporation, association, 
or partnership, and whether that injury shall have resulted fatally or 
otherwise, the plaintiff in the complaint may claim interest on the special 
damages actually incurred from the date of the occurrence of the act 
giving rise to the cause of action. 
(2) It is the duty of the court, in entering judgment for plaintiff in that 
action, to add to the amount of special damages actually incurred that are 
assessed by the verdict of the jury, or found by the court, interest on that 
amount calculated at the legal rate, as defined in Section 15-1-1, from the 
date of the occurrence of the act giving rise to the cause of action to the 
date of entering the judgment, and to include it in that judgment. 
(3) As used in this section, "special damages actually incurred" does not 
include damages for future medical expenses, loss of future wages, or 
loss of future earning capacity. 
Id. (Emphasis added). Corresponding with a prevailing plaintiffs entitlement to receive pre-judgment 
interest for the amount of special damages which the jury assesses in its verdict, is the implicit 
requirement that the jury find whether the damages which are awarded are special (economic) or general 
(non-economic) in nature. While there may be some temptation in the present case to second-guess the 
oor*i *YV 
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jury and conclude that 100 per cent of the damages assessed are economic damages for which the pre-
judgment interest rule applies, there are two reasons to resist the urge to do so. 
First, where a jury has been requested, and trial by jury has been conducted, it is the province 
of the jury, and of the jury alone to assess damages. While there is room in the rules of procedure for 
a timely clarification as to the type of damages the jury intended to award, the time for receiving that 
clarification is before the jury is released. InLangton v. International Transport, Inc., 26 Utah 2d 452, 
491 P.2d 1211, the Utah Supreme Court stated: 
The proper procedure where an informal or insufficient verdict has been 
returned is for the trial court to require the jury to return for further 
deliberation. It is well established by numerous authorities that, when a 
verdict is not in the proper form and the jury is not required to clarify it, 
any error in said verdict is waived by the party relying thereon who at the 
time of its rendition failed to make any request that its informality or 
uncertainty be corrected. 
Id. at 456 (quoting Brown v. Regan, 10 Cal.2d 519, 75 P.2d 1063,1065-1066, citations and alterations 
omitted). In this case, where the error in failing to identify whether the damages are special or general 
was invited by an inadequate verdict form, it seems the party who invited that award should bear the 
burden associated with it. 
Second, even if it were apparent that the jury intended that Plaintiff receive his economic 
damages, and only his economic damages, it is clear from the case law that in fact, the verdict would 
not be valid, as special damages are not allowed unless general damages have been found. See id. The 
claim, therefore, that the award is entirely for special damages cannot be affirmed. Because the Court 
cannot agree with the Plaintiff that pre-judgment interest should be awarded on the entire amount, and 
it is not clear how much of the verdict was intended to compensate Plaintiff for his special damages, it 
n p 0 i <\R 
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would be no more than speculation to conclude that Plaintiff is entitled to pre-judgment interest on the 
whole award or any portion of it. 
Because the jury verdict does not identify or specify special damages, the request for pre-
judgment interest is hereby denied. The Court hereby orders Plaintiffs to resubmit the judgment 
consistent with this decision. 
DATED t h i s ^ day of July, 2007. ^ . s ^ " 3 ^ 
i 
Judge Stephen L. Roth •
 u 
DISTRICT COURT JUDGE-«<> 
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FILED 
THIRD DISTRICT COURT 
NOV 2 8 2007 
EDWARD P. MORIARITY (5622) WEST JOfiDAN DEPT, 
BRADLEY L. BOOKE (9984) 
JACQUE M. RAMOS (10720) 
TERRY MACKEY (Pro Hac Vice) 
MORIARITY, BADARUDDIN& BOOKE 
8 East Broadway, Suite 312 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
TELEPHONE: (801) 326-8090 
FACSIMILE: (801) 521-0546 
FRANK R. CHAPMAN (pro hac vice) 
THOMAS A. VALDEZ (pro hac vice) 
CHAPMAN VALDEZ 
123 South Durbin 
Casper, Wyoming 82601 
TELEPHONE: (307) 237-1983 
FACSIMILE: (307) 577-1871 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs Gaetano A. 
and Laura Donatelli 
IN THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT IN AND FOR 
SALT LAKE COUNTY, WEST JORDAN DIVISION, STATE OF UTAH 
GAETANO A. DONATELLI, LAURA 
DONATELLI, 
Plaintiffs, 
v. 
TROY BEAUMONT and PENHALL 
COMPANY, a California Corporation, 
Defendants. 
JUDGMENT 
Case No. 050102304 
Judge Stephen L. Roth 
1 
002467 
This matter came on for jury trial pursuant to the Utah Rules of Civil Procedure on April 
23, 2007, Honorable Stephen L. Roth presiding. Plaintiffs were represented by Jacque M. 
Ramos, Terry W. Mackey (pro hac vice), and Frank R. Chapman (pro hac vice). Defendants 
were represented by Timothy D. Dunn and Kathleen Liuzzi. The jury having heard and 
considered testimony of Gaetano Donatelli, Laura Donatelli, James Potter, Troy Leary, Dr. 
Joseph Sramek, Dr. Tuenis Zondag, Troy Beaumont, Joseph Ebert, Dr. Stephen Marble, and E. 
Paul France, Ph.D.; having received and considered exhibits, and having heard and considered 
the arguments of counsel, finds, by a preponderance of the evidence, the following: 
1. Defendant Troy Beaumont was negligent. 
2. The negligence of Troy Beaumont was a proximate cause of the injuries to Gaetano 
Donatelli. 
3. Troy Beaumont was acting within the course and scope his employment at the time of the 
collision. 
4. Plaintiff Gaetano Donatelli was not negligent 
5. Gaetano Donatelli's negligence, if any, was not a proximate cause of his injuries. 
6. The amount of $137,543.48 will fairly and reasonably compensate Gaetano Donatelli for 
the damages he has suffered as a result of the collision. 
2 002468 
Based on the foregoing and pursuant to the Court's July 30, 2007 Order denying Plaintiffs' 
Motion and Application for Prejudgment Interest and Entry of Judgment filed May 4, 2007, 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED, that Plaintiffs have 
judgment against Defendants, and eactupf them, in the amount of $137,543.48, plus costs k*4h*s- ^ C 
matter m the amount of $ ^-pursuant to Utah Rule of Civil Procedure 54(d), 
jjuafflncnt in the amount of$ togethe 
• for a total 
r with interest at the statutory rate, as required 
by law, U.C.A. 15-1-4, on the unpaid balance until paid. 
DATED th isZC>Uty of November, 2007. 
THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
HONORABLE §T: 
Submitted by: 
'NLlROTH 
Jacque M. Ramos 
MORIARITY, BAD ART1™™ *- wwrv 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs C 
%£ (i/i 
nxP\$ 33 o 1 
« u / V 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that on this, the MT day of November, 2007,1 caused a copy of the 
Judgment to be served via U.S. Postal Service, postage prepaid, to the following: 
Tim Dalton Dunn 
Kathleen M. Liuzzi 
DUNN & DUNN, P.C. 
505 East 200 South, 2nd Floor 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84102 
Facsimile: (801) 521-9998 
Attorneys for Defendants Troy Beaumont 
and Penhall Company 
Kyle W. Jones 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
Beneficial Life Tower, Suite 1200 
36 South State Street 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Facsimile: (801) 359-7771 
Attorney for Plaintiff State Farm 
Mutual Automobile Insurance Company 
MORIARITY, BADARUDDIN & BOOKE 
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ADDENDUM #3 
EXHIBIT NO. ML 
CASE NO. OSDftQSD 
DATEREC'D *J& JA* 
IN EVIDENCE ff ^ 1V* I 
- C L E R K J-Kir^ 
Date 
7/19/2002 
11/19/2002 
Bafes No» 
JAK-B 001 
JAK-B 005 
flare provider 
James A. Knott, M.D. 
James A. Knott, M.D. 
Reference 
Anesthesiologist 
Anesthesiology 
Subtotal 
Amount 
720.00 
2,800.00 
$3,520.00 
Date 
6/8/2001 
11/20/2001 
12/12/2001 
1/22/2002 
3/11/2002 
5/22/2002 
7/19/2002 
"75/2002 
10/21/2002 
10/21/2002 
11/12/2002 
11/19/2002 
11/19/2002 
11/21/2002 
12/16/2002 
1/23/2003 
3/27/2003 
7/3/2003 
7/9/2003 
7/9/2003 
7/10/2003 
7/10/2003 
Bates No. 
CMI-B 
CMI-B 
CMI-B 
CMI-B 
CMI-B 
CMI-B 
CMI-B 
CMI-B 
CMI-B 
CMI-B 
CMI-B 
CMI-B 
CMI-B 
CMI-B 
CMI-B 
CMI-B 
CMI-B 
CMI-B 
CMI-B 
CMI-B 
CMI-B 
CMI-B 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
003 
003 
003 
003 
003 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
003 
003 
003 
003 
003 
C.mn provider 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.O. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Reference 
MR1 of C-Spine 
Facet Injection/Lumbar Spine 
MRI of L-Spine 
Facet Injection/Lumbar Spine 
Facet Injection/Lumbar Spine 
Epidural/Lumbar Spine 
Spine 1 View 
MRI of L-Spine 
CT limited 
Injection for Discogram 
L-Spine Comp w/ Bending 
L-Spine 1 View 
L-Spine 2 or 3 Views 
Chest X-ray 1 View 
L-Spine 2 or 3 Views 
L-Spine Bending 4 Views 
L-Spine Bending 4 Views 
L-Spine Bending 4 Views 
CT limited 
CTrecon 
Bone Scan, SPECT 
Bone &/or Joint Scan 
Amount 
248.00 
264.00 
228.00 
264.00 
424.00 
529.00 
24.00 
366.00 
158.00 
1,554.00 
58.00 
24.00 
35.00 
29.00 
35.00 
35.00 
35.00 
35.00 
158.00 
25.00 
152.00 
101.00 
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3/2003 CMI-B 007 Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. L-Spine 2 or 3 Views 35.00 
9/21/2005 CMI-B 008 008 David K. Williams, M.D. 
Documents From: 
Date 
10/6/2003 CW1-B 001 
Care provider 
Daniel F. Sulser, M.D. 
CT of L-Spine & C-Spine, Myelogram 
Subtotal 
Reference 
X-ray 
Subtotal 
992.45 
S ZC&, </i 
37.07 
$37.07 
Date 
5/24/2001 
11/19/2001 
12/10/2001 
1/21/2002 
'2002 
4/19/2002 
5/20/2002 
5/30/2002 
6/24/2002 
7/12/2002 
7/19/2002 
8/8/2002 
9/12/2002 
11/11/2002 
11/19/2002 
11/19/2002 
11/27/2002 
11/29/2002 
12/3/2002 
DonateHi 
Bates No. 
CWN-B 
CWN-B 
CWN-B 
CWN-B 
CWN-B 
CWN-B 
CWN-B 
CWN-B 
CWN-B 
CWN-B 
CWN-B 
CWN-B 
CWN~ 
CWN-B 
CWN-B 
CWN-B 
CWN-B 
CWN-B 
CWN-B 
001 
001 
003 
003 
003 
003 
005 
005 
005 
007 
005 
007 
007 
009 
009 
011 
011 
011 
011 
002 
004 
006 
008 
010 
012 
Cart provider 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Tuenis D. Zondag, M.D. 
Tuenis D. Zondag, M.D. 
Tuenis D. Zondag, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Robert J. Griffin, PA-C 
Theresa Stellpflug, RN 
Theresa Stellpflug, RN 
Theresa Stellpflug, RN 
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Reftrenct 
New Patient Sprain/Strain 
Follow up 
Follow up 
Follow up 
Follow up 
Follow up 
Follow up 
Follow up 
Follow up 
Canceled 
Surgery 
Follow up 
Follow up 
Counseling 
Surgery 
Surgery 
Follow up 
Follow up 
Follow up 
AmfiiuL 
96.00 
50.00 
50.00 
57.00 
57.00 
359.00 
105.00 
72.00 
57.00 
0.00 
1,100.00 
0.00 
57.00 
72.00 
34,332.00 
8,583.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
Medical Expense Summary 
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J 6/2002 
1/27/2003 
1/31/2003 
5/1/2003 
'/7/20O3 
7/16/2003 
V3/20O3 
10/6/2003 
11/4/2003 
1/4/2006 
CWN-B 
CWN-B 
CWN-B 
CWN-B 
CWN-B 
CWN-B 
CWN-B 
CWN-B 
CWN-B 
CWN-B 
Documents From: 
Date 
7/16/2003 
013 
013 
013 
013 014 
015 
015 
016 
017 
017 
018 018 
l^m*i~\?Mz51! 
Bata&HSL 
EBI-B 001 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Tueois D. Zondag, M.D. 
Tuenis D. Zondag, M.D. 
Tuenis D. Zondag, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Tuenis D. Zondag, M.D. 
Thomas A. Kopitnik, M.D. 
Tmimrnmrnmsmmmm 
Care provider 
EBI 
Follow up 
Follow up 
Follow up 
Follow up 
Follow up 
Follow up 
Rescheduled Appt 
Follow up 
Follow up 
Office Consultation 
Subtota 
Reference 
Bone Growth Stimulator 
Documents From; 
Bait auesJifl» Cart provider 
i/10/2001 EPIC-B 001 001 Diane S. Ruschke, M.D. 
Subtotal 
Reference 
Medical Treatment 
0.00 
0.00 
50 40 
65.10 
65.10 
65.10 
0.00 
50.40 
94.50 
287.00 
$45,724.60 
Subtotal 
4,995.00 
$4,995.00 
Amount 
202.00 
S202.00 
Bate. 
i2/19/2002 
•JIWIIWT • E M M , ! ! 1 3 1 g 
Bates No. 
FMC-B 001 001 
HKnygiaftaaBwBarogrii i H i \\ i i i — w i 
Care provider 
Ryan CliflFord, M.D. 
Reference 
Office Visit 
Subtotal 
AnuuinL 
72.00 
$72.00 
Documents From; 
Date 
>/l 0/2001 
>/l 0/2001 
/l 0/2001 
onatelli 
• • • • • • • • • • H W H I I fojfSasjHfinae, 
JVH-B 
JVH-B 
JVH-B 
001 
001 
001 
Cire provider 
Diane S. Ruschke, M.D. 
Diane S. Ruschke, M.D. 
Diane S. Ruschke, M.D. 
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Reference 
Pharmacy 
X-rays 
Emergency Room 
Amount 
10.70 
534.75 
11125 
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Subtotal $656.70 
Documnnts From: 
Hits. 
12/16/2002 
1/23/2003 
3/27/2003 
7/3/2003 
7/9/2003 
7/9/2003 
BateLHfi. Cart provider 
CMI-B 004 004 Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
CMI-B 004 004 Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
CMI-B 004 004 Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
CMI-B 004 004 Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
CMI-B 004 004 Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
CMI-B 004 004 Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Reference 
L-Spine 2 or 3 Views 
L-Spine Bending 4 Views 
L-Spine Bending 4 Views 
L-Spine Bending 4 Views 
CT Limited 
CT Reconstruction 
63.40 
85.64 
85.64 
85.64 
326.89 
330.40 
Document* From: 
Subtotal 
177.L 
Bat* £atSLH& C r e provider 
9/6/2005 SMG-B 001 001 Robert Griffin, PA-C 
t/2005 SMG-B 001 001 Joseph Sramek, M.D. 
Reference 
Office Visit 
Office Visit 
Subtotal 
Amount 
l l 5.00 
115.00 
$230.00 
J2H& 
5/10/2001 
Bates No. 
VR-B 001 
Care provider 
Richard B. Holt, M.D. 
Reference 
X-rays 
Subtotal 
Amount 
134.00 
$134.00 
Bate 
5/19/2002 
5/19/2002 
6/19/200;: 
6/^  9/2002 
7/2/2002 
7/2/2002 
Donatelii 
WM-B 001 
WM-B 
WM-B 
WM-B 
WM-B 
WM-B 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
Care provider 
Tuenis D. Zondag, M.D. 
Tuenis D. Zondag, M.D. 
Tuenis H. Zondag, M.D. 
Tuenis D. Zondag, M.D. 
Tuenis D. Zondag, M.D. 
Robert Griffin, P.A. 
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Reference 
Prescriptions 
Prescriptions 
Prescriptions 
Prescriptions 
Prescriptions 
Prescriptions 
Ammint 
Medical Expense Summary 
D O N A T E L L I 1 0 0 8 3 6 
44.84 
31.46 
42.72 
31.46 
42.72 
15.98 
#2003 WCPT-B 001 Becky Baird, DPT Physical Therapy 
Subtotal 
37.00 
$1,532.00 
kte 
/8/2001 
2/12/2001 
/25/2002 
Bates No. 
WIC-B 001 
W1C-B 
WIC-B 
002 
003 
Care provider 
Larry Hall, D.O. 
M.E. Walker, M.D. 
M.E. Walker, M.D. 
Reference 
MRI of C-Spine 
MRlofL-Spinc 
MRI L-Spine 
Subtotal 
884.76 
884.76 
1,346.09 
53,115.61 
>flte 
1/20/2001 
2/12/2001 
/22/2002 
l\ 1/2002 
>72002 
719/2002 
0/21/2002 
1/12/2002 
1/19/2002 
710/2003 
>/21/2005 
Bates No. 
WMC-B 
WMC-B 
WMC-B 
WMC-B 
WMC-B 
WMC-B 
WMC-B 
WMC-B 
WMC-B 
WMC-B 
WMC-B 
001 
002 
003 
004 
005 
006 
008 
010 
011 
020 
021 
001 
002 
003 
004 
005 
007 
009 
010 
019 
020 
021 
Care provider 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph G. Sramek, M.D. 
Joseph Sramek, M.D. 
Reference 
Injection 
Medical Treatment 
Medical Treatment 
Medical Treatment 
Medical Treatment 
Medical Treatment 
Medical Treatment 
Medical Treatment 
Medical Treatment 
Medical Treatment 
CT Lumbar & Cervical Spine 
Subtotal 
Anuuinl 
824.24 
72.00 
768.75 
94625 
882.85 
2,695.45 
2,853.11 
461.40 
56,009.65 
1,033.00 
3,604.00 
$70,150.70 
TOTAL OF ITEMS ON THIS REPORT 
^isYS.yi 
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